This series presents research findings based either directly on data from the German SocioEconomic Panel study (SOEP) or using SOEP data as part of an internationally comparable data set (e.g. CNEF, ECHP, LIS, LWS, CHER/PACO). SOEP is a truly multidisciplinary household panel study covering a wide range of social and behavioral sciences: economics, sociology, psychology, survey methodology, econometrics and applied statistics, educational science, political science, public health, behavioral genetics, demography, geography, and sport science.
Introduction
A large body of literature reveals that workers who lose their jobs involuntarily, e.g., due to plant closures or mass layoffs, suffer from severe and long-lasting negative consequences of this event, both in monetary and non-monetary terms. Besides substantial and persistent earnings losses (see, e.g., Jacobson et al. 1993 or Couch and Placzek 2010 for the US, Hijzen et al. 2010 for the UK, Huttunen et al. 2011 for Norway, Schmieder et al. 2010 for Germany) it has been shown, inter alia, that job displacement has negative impacts on affected workers' life-satisfaction (Kassenboehmer and Haisken-DeNew 2009 ) and health (Black et al. 2015) , and even increases their mortality rates (Sullivan and von Wachter 2009) .
1 Despite the considerable amount of knowledge regarding the consequences of job displacement, much less is known about the reasons for the large and persistent earnings losses (Carrington and Fallick 2014) . One potential explanation is that displaced workers are not willing or unable to accept job offers in other regions although widening the geographic scope of the job search may increase both re-employment chances and wages. It can be expected that job offers arrive at a higher frequency and that the probability of finding a high paying job or a good match increases if displaced workers are willing to accept jobs in other regions as well.
Against this background, our paper contributes to the literature by shedding light on the relationship between involuntary job loss and regional mobility. In particular, we use German survey data to address the following research questions: First, does job loss increase the probability to relocate to a different region? And second, do displaced workers who relocate to another region after job loss have better labor market outcomes than those staying in the same area? To the best of our knowledge, the only study so far that links earnings losses of displaced workers and regional mobility conclusively has been conducted by Huttunen et al. (2015) for Norway. Certainly, several other studies (that will be outlined below) have investigated the relationship between regional mobility and employment outcomes after job loss. But these studies do not address the question whether limited regional mobility can serve as an explanation for the high and persistent earnings losses of displaced workers, since they lack a comparison with non-displaced workers
In their seminal analysis for Norway, Huttunen et al. (2015) find that regional mobility increases substantially after job displacement but at the same time, displaced workers who move to other regions after job loss have higher income losses than those staying in the same area. They further find that this unexpected result can be explained by non-economic reasons underlying displaced workers' mobility decisions. In particular, their findings indicate that displaced workers move to the proximity of family members or to rural areas. One potential explanation for the findings by Huttunen et al. (2015) is that the scope for improving individual labor market outcomes by relocating to another region is probably rather limited in
Norway and that moves are therefore more likely to be motivated by non-economic factors, such as family ties. The reason for this conjecture is that Norway is characterized by comparably low disparities in regional labor market conditions. In Germany, by contrast, regional disparities are rather high and persistent. An OECD study for 26 countries shows that in 2003, Germany was among the three countries with the most pronounced disparities in regional unemployment rates whereas Norway was among the three countries with the least pronounced inequalities (OECD 2005) . The comparably large disparities in Germany probably provide more scope for displaced workers to improve their labor market situation by relocating to another region. It is therefore highly interesting to see whether regional mobility comes along with better labor market outcomes of displaced workers or whether results for Germany, a large economy with pronounced differences in regional labor market conditions, resemble those for Norway.
Besides the study by Huttunen et al. (2015) several other studies on the determinants of regional mobility have dealt with the question whether involuntary job loss increases the probability to relocate. These studies typically find that unemployed individuals or those who recently lost their jobs are more likely to move to another region (see, e.g., DaVanzo 1978 for the US, Fischer et al. 2000 for Sweden, Hunt 2004 for West Germany, Gregg et al. 2004 for the UK). This suggests that job loss decreases the opportunity costs of relocation because it suddenly deteriorates economic opportunities in the current region. A second related stream of literature addresses the relationship between regional mobility and labor market outcomes of unemployed or displaced workers. Boman (2011) , for example, analyzes the relationship between mobility and earnings after job loss for Sweden. He finds that post-displacement migration within the Swedish borders is associated with lower earnings in the short run, but these negative effects vanish after five or six years and become positive afterwards. Pekkala and Tervo (2002) investigate the effect of migration on re-employment probabilities of unemployed workers in Finland. Using an instrumental variables approach with local house prices and house owner status as instruments, they find that the relocation itself has negative effects on re-employment chances, at least in the short run, and that higher employment probabilities of movers are caused by positive selection into migration. Opposite results are obtained by Goetz (2014) for the US. Applying an instrumental variables approach comparable to Pekkala and Tervo (2002) he finds that migration has a positive effect on reemployment probabilities. While these studies provide valuable insights into the effects of migration on employment outcomes of unemployed workers, they do not relate mobility decisions to the earnings losses of displaced workers compared to their non-displaced counterparts. Our study therefore investigates whether displaced movers have better labor market outcomes than displaced stayers compared to a control group of non-displaced workers. This will provide insights regarding the questions whether limited regional mobility can serve as an explanation for the high and persistent earnings losses of displaced workers in a major economy that is characterized by large disparities in regional labor market conditions.
For our empirical analysis, we make use of survey data from the German Socio-economic Panel (SOEP). Regarding the analysis of regional mobility, the SOEP offers two major advantages: First, it contains information on exact moving distances which allows us to derive more accurate measures of regional mobility, whereas other studies, such as Huttunen et al. (2015) or Hunt (2004) among others, had to rely on regional identifiers (i.e., labor market regions or administrative districts). Thus, crossing the border of a region is regarded as a move, even if someone just relocates to a neighboring village that is only few kilometers away and is therefore still working or searching for jobs in the same region as before. Hence, by making use of exact moving distances we are able to overcome this potential problem.
Second, the SOEP includes rich information on family backgrounds and household characteristics. Both have appeared to be very important determinants of regional mobility decisions (e.g., Alesina et al. 2015 , Dohmen 2005 , Greenwood 1997 , Rainer and Siedler 2009 ).
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Our results show that job loss has a strong positive effect on regional mobility. Regarding the question whether the high and persistent earnings losses of displaced workers can in part be explained by their limited regional mobility, our findings do not support this conjecture as we find substantial long lasting losses -both in terms of employment and wages -for movers and stayers. Employment outcomes seem to be even worse for movers than for stayers, at least in the short run, but the differences between the two groups of displaced workers are never statistically significant. Since descriptive evidence shows movers to be more educated and to obtain higher pre-displacement wages than stayers, we find no indication that any potentially positive effect of mobility could have been counteracted by negatively selected movers. In addition, our econometric approach controls for worker fixed effects and therefore takes account of selection based on time-invariant (observable and unobservable)
characteristics (e.g., ability). Thus, our findings are quite similar to those by Huttunen et al. (2015) and put into question whether relocation is a beneficial strategy regarding the labor market outcomes of displaced workers.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we describe the data and the identification of job loss and regional mobility. Section 3 provides descriptive evidence on migration decisions and subsequent labor market outcomes. The econometric analysis of our research questions follows in Section 4, and Section 5 concludes.
Data
The German Socio-economic Panel (SOEP) is a yearly household panel survey conducted The SOEP provides information on whether a worker changed (or lost) his job in the one-year period between two interviews and respondents are asked how this job was terminated. We consider those workers as displaced who have lost their job due to firm closures and those who have been dismissed by their employers for other reasons. 4 Job displacement is often defined as an "involuntary separation based on operating decisions of the employer" (Farber 1999 (Farber , p. 2445 implying that displaced workers are laid off due to reasons that are beyond their control and independent of their individual characteristics or performance. Accordingly, our definition of job displacement is broader as we also consider dismissed workers. For the definition of regional mobility, we make use of exact moving distances that are provided in the SOEP since 2001. 6 For an accurate definition of mobility motivated by employment loss, the question arises how to determine a minimum moving distance. The aim of the distance measure is to include only those movers whose change of residence is accompanied by a change of the labor market region (Zax 1994) . Therefore, information on commuting patterns provided in the SOEP is used to develop a mobility measure that makes it highly unlikely that workers commute to their old labor market region after relocation.
Consequently, the use of more restrictive distance measures should also decrease the probability of commuting to a new region beyond this geographic scope among the group of stayers. Thus, defining a minimum moving distance greater than what the majority of workers would accept as daily commuting distance should allow for a clear separation of those whose relocation is accompanied by a change of the labor market region and those who change their place of residence without changing the labor market region (see, e.g,. Renkow and Hoover 2000) .
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An analysis of commuting patterns in year t-1 shows that the mean distance between residence and workplace in the combined sample of treatment and control group amounts to approximately 23 km. Only 10 percent of workers commute 44 km or more, and only 5 percent claim to travel 62 km or more to work. It can therefore be argued that the further away an individual moves, the more likely it is that the change of residence is accompanied by the decision to search for work or take up a new employment in a different region as well. In the following, movers are defined as those who relocate to a new place of residence that is at least 40 km away from their old domicile. As robustness tests we also set benchmarks at 20 km, 60 km, and -very conservatively -100 km. Conducting these robustness tests reveals that our results are not sensitive to variations in the minimum moving distance (results are available on request).
We further define a move to be related to job loss if it takes place in the year in which the event is reported or the first two subsequent years (i.e., between t and t+2). 8 In Germany, unemployment benefits are usually paid for one year and are then cut down to means-tested 6 The SOEP provides this information in meters, though due to data protection not precisely up to the exact address but to the household's road section (see Goebel 2015) . 7 Our approach is further supported by the results of Ham et al. (2011) , who find that the effect of mobility on wages is best measured when using distance-based definitions of migration, while the more commonly used definitions based on the crossing of state (or county) borders leads to serious misspecification of movers. 8 We also conducted robustness tests varying the period in which we relate a move to a previous job loss, which did not alter our insights.
social assistance. This is why one can expect that a non-negligible number of regional moves take place in the second year after job loss, i.e., after the expiration of unemployment benefits which comes along with serious financial cutbacks that might increase displaced workers' willingness to accept job offers in other regions. Excluding observations with missing information on relocation, these definitions leave us with 73 (815) movers and 1, 462 (35,213) stayers in the treatment (control) group.
Descriptive evidence
To get some first insights into the mobility decisions of displaced and non-displaced workers, Figure 1 depicts the share of workers living at least 40 km away from the place they lived in t-1. It can be seen that mobility patterns do not differ between displaced and non-displaced workers in the years before job loss whereas one can observe substantial differences after this event, particularly in the year of and the first year after job loss. While the share of individuals living in a different region than in t-1 increases rather steadily for non-displaced workers, there is a substantial increase for displaced workers. In the year of job loss (i.e., the base year t), around 2.5 percent of displaced workers moved to a different region whereas the respective figure for non-displaced workers amounts to less than 1 percent. In the year after job loss the share of workers living in a different region than before job loss further increases to around 4 percent for displaced workers and only to around 1.5 percent for non-displaced workers.
These figures indicate that the probability of relocating to another region is strongly related to job loss which is in line with previous findings (e.g., Gregg et al. 2004 , Hunt 2004 , Huttunen et al. 2015 .
In order to obtain some information regarding the labor market performance of three groups of workers that are of interest for our analysis, i.e., displaced workers relocating to another region at least 40 km from their previous residence within the first two years after job loss (henceforth movers), displaced stayers, and non-displaced workers, Figure 2 shows mean annual labor earnings 9 over time for these three groups. One can see that displaced workersboth movers and stayers -have substantially lower earnings than their non-displaced counterparts already before job loss. At the same time, earnings trends seem to be rather similar up to the year before job loss. Comparing displaced movers and stayers reveals that stayers have slightly lower earnings before displacement suggesting that movers are a rather positively selected group among displaced workers. As expected, displaced workers experience a substantial earnings drop after displacement and this drop seems to be slightly larger for movers. In the following years, movers recover rather quickly and reach their predisplacement earnings level in the fourth year after job loss. Stayers, by contrast, hardly recover from the earnings drop and are far from reaching their pre-displacement earnings level within the period of observation.
Since differences in earnings can occur due to differences in employment and wages, we further depicted the average number of month spent in unemployment 10 per year in Figure 3 and hourly wages 11 (logarithm, conditional on employment) in Figure 4 . Looking at the months spent in unemployment reveals that unemployment incidence in the years before displacement is slightly higher for displaced than for non-displaced workers and that there is hardly any difference between displaced movers and stayers. For the control group months spent in unemployment remain rather stable over time. Displaced workers experience a sharp increase in unemployment by more than three months in the year after job loss (t+1) compared to t-1 and this effect is slightly stronger for movers. In the following years both groups of displaced workers recover but neither of them reaches their pre-displacement unemployment levels within the period of observation.
From Figure 4 , it can be seen that non-displaced workers also obtain higher wages than displaced workers and this difference already exists in the years before job loss, suggesting that the earnings differential between displaced and non-displaced workers before job loss can be attributed to both wages and time spent in unemployment. Comparing displaced movers and stayers reveals that movers obtain slightly higher wages which suggests that the earnings differential between movers and stayers before job loss is mainly due to differences in wages as there is hardly any difference in unemployment between the two groups. Looking at the development of wages over time reveals a stable pattern in the control group. For displaced stayers one can observe a small drop in wages in the year of displacement (conditional on employment, i.e. zero wages are not considered). For movers, there is also a small drop in wages after job loss and the overall development is less stable. However, movers seem to 10 Months in unemployment refer to registered unemployment. 11 Mean hourly wages are calculated by dividing income from the main job by annual work hours in that job. Wages are deflated to prices in 2010 using the consumer price index.
perform better than stayers in the long run since there is a non-negligible increase in wages in t+4 and t+5 for this group. Table 1 shows selected socio-demographic, job-related, and regional characteristics in year t-1 (the year before job loss) for the three groups of interest. Comparing the socio-demographic, family, and household characteristics of displaced stayers -the bulk of displaced workersand the control group of non-displaced workers reveals that there are only minor differences between these two groups. For instance, displaced stayers are somewhat less likely to be house owners or to be married than non-displaced workers but with respect to household composition or age, e.g., the two groups are very similar. Displaced movers, by contrast, differ strongly from the other two groups. They are on average younger, and the share of females and workers with German nationality is higher. With respect to family and household characteristics, displaced movers are more likely to live alone and to have siblings and they are less likely to be married, to have children, and to be house owners. These descriptive results suggest that the household and family background plays an essential role for the decision to relocate, which is also suggested by previous studies (e.g., Alesina et al. 2015 , Dohmen 2005 , Greenwood 1997 , Rainer and Siedler 2009 ).
Looking at the educational attainment of the three groups of interest shows that displaced stayers are somewhat less educated than non-displaced workers whereas displaced movers seem to be quite similar to the control group. This again suggests that movers are a rather positively selected group of displaced workers. All workers affected by job loss (both movers and stayers) have less tenure than non-displaced workers and displaced movers have less work experience than the other two groups. Moreover, displaced workers are more likely to live in East Germany and in rural areas. The county unemployment rate in the year before job loss is on average higher for displaced stayers than for displaced movers and non-displaced workers. The latter probably reflects that unemployment in some regions might be high because many of those workers who become unemployed in these regions are not willing or able to relocate.
The lower part of Table 1 shows regional characteristics in period t+3, i.e., three years after job loss. The depicted figures show that the share of workers living in East Germany has decreased substantially for displaced movers while it has remained rather constant for both displaced stayers and non-displaced workers. This suggests that displaced workers -if they decide to relocate -expect better labor market opportunities in West Germany. With respect to the share of workers living in urban regions, there is hardly any change for any of the three groups. Compared to t-1 the county unemployment rate in t+3 has decreased for all three groups. While the difference amounts to less than 0.5 percentage points for displaced stayers and non-displaced workers (reflecting a general time trend in unemployment), the respective figure for movers is about 1.5 percentage points suggesting that displaced movers relocate to regions that offer better labor market prospects. This indicates that relocation after job loss is at least partly motivated by economic factors. 
Econometric analysis
In this section we address our research questions econometrically. In the first step, we analyze whether job loss still increases mobility when we control for a wide range of sociodemographic, job-related, and regional characteristics. After that, we investigate whether individuals who decide to relocate to another region after job loss have better labor market outcomes than those staying in the same area. For this purpose we make use of an event study approach that controls for worker fixed effects, thus taking into account that movers are a selective group of displaced workers.
In the regression model for the determinants of regional mobility the dependent variable is a dummy indicating whether an individual relocates to a new place of residence between t and t+2 that is at least 40 km away from his place of residence in t-1. Our main explanatory variable of interest is a dummy indicating whether an individual lost his job in the base year t.
As control variables we include those characteristics listed in Table 1 as well as industry and base year dummies, each referring to t-1. We estimate our model by complementary log-log.
The major advantage of this approach is that the underlying cumulative distribution function takes into account that one of the outcomes (relocation to another region in our case) is rare (see, e.g., Cameron and Trivedi 2005, p. 466) . 13 Another convenient feature of the complementary log-log model is that exponentiated coefficients can be interpreted as hazard ratios, i.e., the proportional change in the hazard (the probability to relocate) given an increase in an explanatory variable by one unit (see, e.g., Jenkins 2005).
12 These insights still hold when we use a balanced sample of workers who are observed both in t-1 and t+3. 13 Our insights are still the same when we use a logit or linear probability model instead of the complementary log-log.
First of all, the regression results that are presented in Table 2 show that job loss has a large positive effect on regional mobility, which is in line with the results of previous studies (e.g.,
Huttunen et al. for Norway, Hunt 2004 for West Germany, Gregg et al. 2004 for the UK). The
hazard ratio of 1.82 indicates that job loss in year t increases the probability to relocate to another region between t and t+2 by 82 percent compared to a control group of workers who did not lose their jobs in year t. Having a look at the effects of further control variables, our results are also essentially in line with previous findings. The probability to relocate decreases with age and is lower for women. Workers with German nationality are somewhat more likely to relocate, but the effect is statistically not significant.
As expected, family and household characteristics play an important role for the decision to relocate. People living in multi-person households have an around 30 percent lower probability to relocate than those who live alone. A similar pattern applies to those who are married, indicating that marriage is an additional barrier for mobility. Having children has also a negative effect on the moving propensity but the effect is statistically not significant.
Furthermore, having siblings has a relatively strong and positive impact on the decision to relocate. While the data do not allow for any statements on the geographic proximity of these relatives (as in Huttunen et al. 2015) , it confirms the result by Rainer and Siedler (2009) . They argue that moving away from the family raises the probability that other siblings have to take responsibility for the elderly parents and might therefore be a beneficial strategy for individuals with brothers or sisters. Owning a house or apartment substantially decreases the likelihood to move and this effect amounts to around 66 percent. This strong effect is fairly intuitive and points to immense transaction and probably also psychological costs that arise if a house has to be rented out or sold (see, e.g., Dohmen 2005) .
Mobility also increases with educational attainment. This might be explained by the wider radius of job advertisement for vacancies which require a high level of education, or by underlying characteristics such as ambition or determination that probably make those individuals more likely to relocate for occupational reasons. More years of firm tenure have a negative effect on relocation propensities whereas the effect of work experience is insignificant. The negative effect of tenure indicates that specific human capital, which loses at least part of its value after a change of employer, is a barrier to mobility. In addition, firm tenure is also an indicator for the years already spent in the same region and might therefore also reflect "location-specific insider advantages" (Fischer et al. 2000, p. 8) .
Looking at the effects of regional characteristics, it can be seen that individuals living in East Having shown that job loss increases the probability of moving to another region substantially, we now turn to the question whether displaced workers who decide to relocate after job loss perform better in the labor market than those staying in the same region, taking into account that movers are a selective group of displaced workers. The labor market outcomes of both groups will be evaluated relative to the control group of non-displaced 14 Lower mobility in East than in West Germany has also been found by Boenisch and Schneider (2010) . They argue that this result can be explained by more pronounced social networks in East Germany. 15 Age is centered at 40 years, .i.e., we included (age-40). 16 We do not include further time-varying control variables because one has to ensure that the included variables are exogenous and therefore not affected by job loss (von Wachter 2010). Exogeneity does not apply to jobrelated characteristics measured after displacement and family, household, and regional characteristics may change as a response to job loss as well.
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graphically in Figures 5-7 . 17 These figures show the development of the respective outcome variable for movers and stayers relative to the control group.
Starting with the development of annual earnings ( Figure 5 ) one can observe a small earnings dip for both movers and stayers already before displacement which has also been found in other job displacement studies (e.g., Jacobsen et al. 1993 , Schmieder et al. 2010 . After job loss there is a substantial drop in annual earnings which amounts to around 10,000 € for stayers. For movers this drop is around 2,500 € larger but the difference between the two groups is statistically not significant. In the following years both groups of displaced workers recover slightly but at the end of the observation period the earnings gap between displaced stayers and the control group is still highly significant and amounts to around 6,600 €. Over substantially and the difference between treatment and control group amounts to more than three months in the year after job loss. In the following years one can again observe a recovery process but neither movers nor stayers catch up with the control group within the period of observation as the difference between displaced and non-displaced workers at the end of the observation period is still greater than at the beginning (before job loss).
Comparing movers and stayers, we find slightly higher unemployment incidence for movers (except for the last period) but the difference between the two groups of displaced workers is never statistically significant.
Finally, looking at the development of log hourly wages (Figure 7 ) reveals that wagesconditional on employment -also decrease for displaced workers compared to their nondisplaced counterparts after job loss. In the year after displacement, the wage gap between displaced stayers and the control group amounts to around 13 percent and there is hardly any recovery observable within the period of observation. Except for the last two years, wage losses are somewhat higher for movers than for stayers, but the difference between the two groups is never significant.
Taken together, we find large and persistent earnings losses for both movers and stayers while movers seem to perform somewhat (but not significantly) worse, at least in the short run. The same pattern applies when we evaluate the labor market performance of movers and stayers in terms of unemployment and wages. As displaced workers do not fully catch up to the control group both in terms of wages and unemployment, one can conclude that both short and longrun earnings losses are driven by wage and employment losses while the relative importance of unemployment seems to be higher in the short run.
Note that our insights still hold when we conduct several robustness tests (results are available upon request). First, regarding our definition of mobility we tested different minimum moving distances, namely 20, 60, and 100 km, which did not affect any of our insights. Second, we varied the period in which we relate a move to a previous job loss by including only the first year after job loss or by expanding this period to three years (instead of two years as in our preferred specification). Again, our results remain very similar. Third, one might conjecture that women are more likely to be tied movers and thus more likely to relocate for family rather than economic reasons. 18 To ensure that the labor market performance of movers is not driven by women relocating for non-economic reasons, we re-ran our analyses excluding females but this did not change our findings. Fourth, we also ran a robustness test excluding low qualified workers to make sure that this disadvantaged subgroup, which might also be more likely to relocate due to non-economic reasons, does not drive our results. Running this robustness test also did not alter any of our insights. Finally we tested different estimation procedures when investigating the determinants of regional mobility, namely logit and a linear probability model. The results reveal that our findings are not affected by the choice of the estimation procedure. Taken together, one can conclude that our results are robust over various specifications, definitions, and sample restrictions. 18 By and large, this should also be ruled out by restricting the sample to individuals working full-time in the year before job loss, as we did throughout the entire analysis.
Conclusions
In this study we have investigated the relationship between involuntary job loss and regional mobility using data from the German Socio-economic Panel (SOEP). Our results show that job loss has a strong positive effect on regional mobility. As our study evaluates the labor market performance of displaced movers and stayers relative to a control group of nondisplaced workers, we are also able to shed light on the question whether the high and persistent earnings losses of displaced workers that have been found in the bulk of the job displacement literature can in part be explained by limited regional mobility of displaced workers. But as we find substantial long lasting losses -both in terms of employment and wages -for movers and stayers, our study does not provide any indication for this conjecture.
Employment outcomes seem to be even worse for movers than for stayers, at least in the short run, but the differences between the two groups of displaced workers are never statistically significant. One potential reason for these findings might be that movers are a negatively selected group and that they would have performed even worse had they stayed in the same region. However, descriptive evidence has revealed that movers are inter alia more educated and obtained higher pre-displacement wages than stayers. Hence, we find no reason to believe that our findings reflect a negative selection effect. In addition, our econometric approach takes account of selection based on time-invariant (observable and unobservable) characteristics such as ability.
Our results largely resemble those by Huttunen et al. (2015) for Norway who find that displaced workers who relocate to another region after job loss have even higher earnings losses than those staying in the same region. This similarity is highly interesting because Germany, in contrast to Norway, is characterized by very large inequalities in regional labor market conditions. One could imagine that these more pronounced regional disparities provide more scope for displaced workers to improve their labor market prospects by relocating to another region, but our results do not support this conjecture. In contrast to Huttunen et al. (2015) , who find that regional mobility of displaced workers is mostly driven by non-economic factors such as family ties, we are unfortunately not able to shed more light on the reasons underlying the migration decisions of displaced workers. However, we find that displaced workers on average relocate to regions with lower unemployment rates suggesting that their migration decisions are at least not entirely motivated by non-economic reasons. Against this background, one potential explanation for our findings might be that increased competition for jobs in regions with more favorable labor market conditions (Fahr and Sunde 2006) negatively affects the employment opportunities of displaced movers.
Taken together, the results of our study put into question whether migration is a beneficial strategy to improve the employment outcomes of displaced workers. While some authors claim that relocation of unemployed workers is desirable and worth supporting (e.g. , Fendel 2014 , OECD 2005 , our findings, in contrast, challenge whether measures of labor market policy such as promoting the regional mobility of displaced workers or imposing sanctions on those who are not able or willing to relocate would really help to improve their labor market prospects. Table A3 for the corresponding regression results. Wages are deflated to prices in 2010 using the consumer price index. [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] . *10% level of significance, **5% level of significance, ***1% level of significance. Standard errors are clustered by individual. The relative time dummy t-3 was excluded as a reference category. Wages are deflated to prices in 2010 using the consumer price index.
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